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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Frank W Dunham Jr., Federal Public Defender, Paul G GII,
Assistant Federal Public Defender, Richnond, Virginia, for
Appel | ant. Paul J. MNulty, United States Attorney, S. David
Schiller, Assistant United States Attorney, Ri chnond, Virginia, for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Audwi n L. Davis appeals the district court’s revocation of
supervi sed rel ease i nposed pursuant to a conviction for possession
of afirearmby a controlled substance abuser. Davis’s attorney has

filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738

(1967), stating that there are no neritorious issues for appeal. On
Davi s’ s behal f, counsel contends that the district court abused its
di scretion in sentencing Davis to twelve nonths of incarceration
for his violations of the terns of supervised release. Davis was
advised of his right to file a pro se supplenental brief but has
not done so.

We have reviewed the clains and find no abuse of discretionin

the sentence i nposed. See United States v. Davis, 53 F. 3d 638, 642-

43 (4th GCir. 1995). In addition, we have exam ned the entire record
inthis case in accordance with the requirenents of Anders and find
no neritorious issues for appeal. W therefore affirm

This court requires that counsel inform his client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the United
States for further review |If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be
frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to
wi t hdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client. Finally, we dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal contentions are



adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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